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result of high visitation levels, Congress in the 
last major federal highway and transit reau-
thorization law known as TEA 21 required the 
Secretaries of Transportation and Interior to 
undertake a study of alternative transportation 
needs in National Parks. The study found a 
pressing need to increase transit opportunities 
in order to relieve traffic congestion, enhance 
visitor accessibility, preserve sensitive re-
sources and reduce pollution. However, it 
identified a number of barriers to implementing 
successful transit systems in National Parks, 
including the lack of a dedicated funding 
source. 

The TRIP bill carries out the study findings 
by establishing a Transit in Parks Program to 
be administered by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation (Federal Transit Administration) and the 
Secretary of the Interior (National Park Serv-
ice). The program would generally follow exist-
ing law requirements for mass transportation 
as it relates to the planning and development 
of transit facilities and would create a transit 
counterpart to the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration’s Parkways and Park Roads program. 
The legislation proposes a $90 million annual 
allocation for the Transit in Parks Program 
from the Mass Transit Account of the Highway 
Trust Fund. 

It should be noted that the National Park 
Service is currently using on average $11 mil-
lion of its $165 million annual Parkways and 
Park Roads allocation for alternative transpor-
tation. This amount is insufficient to meet the 
alternative transportation needs for units of the 
National Park System identified by the TEA 21 
study of approximately $90 million a year. 
Moreover, as the study noted, this shift in 
funding increases the gap between available 
funding and the amount needed to maintain 
the rapidly deteriorating and already under-
funded park roadway system. 

Currently, we are squandering some of our 
most unique natural resource heritage con-
tained in units of the National Park System as 
a result of a relatively small investment in al-
ternative transportation facilities. It is my hope 
that the funding in this bill will be additive to 
the extensively documented but unmet rural 
and urban transit funding needs which must 
be addressed in the TEA 21 reauthorization.
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Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing the Mentally Ill Offender Treatment 
and Crime Reduction Act, the companion to a 
bill introduced in the Senate today by Senator 
DEWINE. 

According to the Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics, over 16 percent of adults incarcerated in 
U.S. jails and prisons have a mental illness. In 
addition, the Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention reports that over 20 per-
cent of youth in the juvenile justice system 
have serious mental health problems, and 

many more have co-occurring mental health 
and substance abuse disorders. 

These statistics, however, cannot ade-
quately describe how devastating the com-
bination of untreated mental illness and the 
criminal justice system can be for both an indi-
vidual and the system. Today I had the pleas-
ure to meet Tom Lane. Tom, a 43-year-old 
man who lives in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, 
now works for the National Alliance of the 
Mentally Ill (NAMI) as the Director of the Of-
fice of Consumer Affairs. However, just a few 
years ago in July 1997, Tom was suffering 
from severe depression. He was a cabinet-
maker who had sustained a head injury from 
a construction accident that caused him to 
have seizures and prevented him from work-
ing. When he called a suicide hotline, police 
were dispatched. The officers put him in jail, 
where he did not receive treatment for depres-
sion and was not allowed to take his anti-sei-
zure medication. When he started suffering 
two seizures a day, he was hospitalized. Upon 
his release from the hospital he still did not re-
ceive any treatment or recommendation of 
treatment for his mental illness and for days 
he slept in the bushes outside the hospital. 
Fortunately, Tom was eventually able to con-
tact his family from a pay phone and they 
came to his rescue. Once he began receiving 
treatment, Tom was able to get back on his 
feet. Today he is a highly functioning, highly 
effective professional advocate for people with 
mental illness. 

Tom’s story illustrates how easy it is for a 
person with mentally illness to become entan-
gled with the criminal justice system. Un-
treated mental illness often leads to behaviors 
that attract the attention of police officers. If a 
person with mentally illness does not receive 
treatment, his or her condition almost definitely 
will worsen when they are in custody. Gen-
erally, the criminal justice system is not 
equipped to identify and ensure people with 
mentally illness find appropriate treatment pro-
grams, either through diversion into commu-
nity treatment or within a jail or prison. The bill 
I am introducing seeks to make sure people 
like Tom Lane don’t fall through the cracks. It 
encourages collaboration between the mental 
health treatment and the criminal justice sys-
tems. This collaboration is essential for ensur-
ing mentally ill offenders are given the treat-
ment they need. 

The Mentally Ill Offender Treatment and 
Crime Reduction Act of 2003 is phase two of 
an effort that started in the 106th Congress, 
when Senator DEWINE and I successfully 
passed America’s Law Enforcement and Men-
tal Health Project (P.L. 106–515). This bill cre-
ated a Department of Justice grant program 
assisting State and local governments with the 
establishment of mental health courts. Mental 
health courts—which are modeled on drug 
courts—provide specialized dockets in non-ad-
versarial settings to bring mental health pro-
fessionals, social workers, public defenders 
and prosecutors together to divert mentally ill 
offenders into a treatment plan. The goals of 
a mental health court are to expand access to 
mental health treatment, improve the commu-
nity’s response to mentally ill offenders, and 
reduce recidivism among the mentally ill popu-
lation. I am pleased that this program has 
been incredibly popular. 

The Mentally Ill Offender Treatment and 
Crime Reduction Act of 2003 will build on 
America’s Law Enforcement and Mental 
Health Project by providing additional re-
sources for communities that wish to create 
mental health courts. The new bill represents 
a significant commitment to addressing the 
needs of both the criminal justice system and 
the mentally ill offender population. The bill will 
create a grants program for communities that 
will provide resources for diversion programs 
across the spectrum of the criminal justice 
community, including prebooking diversion 
programs like those that have been so suc-
cessful in Los Angeles, California and Mem-
phis, Tennessee. Communities will be able to 
design programs that provide mental health 
treatment in jails and in prisons. And finally, 
grants will be available for transitional or 
aftercare programs that seek to ensure offend-
ers are provided appropriate treatment and 
care when they transition from jail or prison 
back into the community when they have com-
pleted their sentences. 

The bill is intended to give communities 
much flexibility to design and operate the pro-
grams they identify as most appropriate for 
meeting their needs, and grant funds will be 
able to be used for planning, establishing a 
structure, and funding treatment. All success-
ful grant applicants will be required to dem-
onstrate collaboration between the criminal 
justice and mental health treatment agencies 
in a community. Too often, mentally ill offend-
ers fall through the cracks because the rel-
evant systems in a community do not work to-
gether. This lack of collaboration is detrimental 
to both the mentally ill offender as well as the 
stability of the criminal justice system. There-
fore, criminal justice and mental health treat-
ment agencies will be required to apply to-
gether for the grants established by the bill, 
compelling the collaboration that is needed to 
get those who are mentally ill and coming in 
contact with the criminal justice system the 
mental health and substance abuse treatment 
they need. In addition, the bill requires that 
grant applicants ensure mentally ill offenders 
are connected to education, job training and 
placement, and housing programs. 

In addition, the bill calls for an Interagency 
Task Force to be established at the Federal 
level. Task Force members will include: the 
Attorney General; the Secretaries of Health 
and Human Services, Labor, Education, Vet-
erans Affairs, and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment; and the Commissioner of Social Se-
curity. The Task Force will be charged with 
identifying ways that Federal departments can 
respond collaboratively to the needs of men-
tally ill adults and juveniles. 

I strongly believe that encouraging collabo-
ration at the Federal, State, and local levels of 
government is essential to ensuring that peo-
ple with mental illness are able to access the 
mental health treatment and other support pro-
grams they need. 

I look forward to working with my colleagues 
to pass this bill and make our communities 
safer for all.
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Thursday, June 5, 2003

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise before 
you today in strong support of the recent ac-
tions taken by the Illinois state legislature re-
garding the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA), 
a proposed amendment to the Constitution 
which would unequivocally guarantee equal 
gender rights under the law. As many of my 
colleagues are certainly aware, the Illinois 
State Assembly recently voted on and passed 
the ERA, clearing the way for their counter-
parts in the Senate to consider this crucial leg-
islation at the conclusion of their current re-
cess. If Illinois’ State Senate agrees to ratify 
the ERA, then only two more state ratifications 
will be necessary for this long overdue amend-
ment to be added to our Constitution. 

Some people have argued that the addition 
of an ERA amendment to the Constitution 
would simply be a change in semantics and 
nothing more. I strongly disagree. Presently, 
on average, women receive only 76 percent of 
the pay that men receive for comparable full 
time positions. Inequities such as these are in-
excusable; they are disastrously damaging not 
just to women, but also to their families. 
Through the ratification of an Equal Rights 
Amendment, women would have an expanded 
legal basis to call for equal compensation for 
equal work. 

Although the Equal Rights Amendment may 
have faded from the public spotlight at times, 
the movement to include women in the Con-
stitution never died, and it is growing vigor-
ously once again. Women had to wait until 
1920 to be granted the right to vote under the 
Constitution. While this was certainly a monu-
mental development, it has not produced full 
gender equality. The 14th Amendment, grant-
ing ‘‘equal protection of the laws,’’ did not, and 
still does not, fully protect women from dam-
aging gender discrimination. Only an Equal 
Rights Amendment would ensure the Constitu-
tionally guaranteed full equality that women 
deserve. 

The ERA was originally passed by Con-
gress in 1972, along with a seven-year time 
limit for ratification. In 1979, Congress ex-
tended the time limit for three more years, 
leaving the deadline at 1982. Within a decade 
of the initial 1972 passage, the amendment 
had been ratified by 35 states, three short of 
the necessary 38. For many years after that, 
the ERA was, for technical reasons, generally 
considered ‘‘dead.’’ However, legal analyses 
indicate that with just three more state ratifica-
tions, the ERA may in fact meet the require-
ments to be added to the Constitution. As has 
been verified by several legal experts, the fact 
that the time limit appears in the proposing 
clause rather than the text of the legislation 
leaves this deadline open to adjustment. 
When Congress chose to extend the deadline 
in 1979, a precedent was set; subsequent 
sessions of Congress may adjust time limits 
placed in proposing clauses by their prede-
cessors. These adjustments may include ex-
tensions of time, reductions, or elimination of 
the deadline altogether. 

It is therefore possible for current or future 
sessions of Congress to eliminate the deadline 
originally placed on ratification of the ERA, 
thus allowing the amendment to be added to 
the Constitution once it is ratified by three 
more states. This ‘‘three state strategy’’ is a 
very real possibility, and I have introduced leg-
islation into the House of Representatives, H. 
Res. 38, to ensure that action will be imme-
diately considered by Congress once three 
more state legislatures ratify the ERA. 

Put simply, it is time for the Constitution to 
be amended to include an amendment which 
ensures gender equality for all Americans. 
Today, unlike some times in the past, the 
American people are decidedly ready for Con-
stitutionally-guaranteed equal rights for men 
and women. A July 2001 nationwide survey by 
Opinion Research Corporation showed that 96 
percent of American adults believe that male 
and female citizens of the U.S. should have 
equal rights, and 88 percent believe that our 
Constitution should explicitly guarantee those 
rights. Having the ERA in the Constitution will 
simply recognize what the American people al-
ready want—equal justice under the law. 

Many leaders both here in Congress and in 
state legislatures are advocating for the ‘‘three 
state strategy,’’ as well as a renewal of the 
ERA by Congress through a second passage 
of the amendment. I feel that anyone who is 
serious about guaranteeing equal rights to 
women should be supportive of both of these 
approaches. It does not matter how the ERA 
is eventually made part of the Constitution, as 
long as guaranteed gender equality rights are 
the end result. 

As the Equal Rights Amendment reads, 
‘‘Equality of rights under the law shall not be 
denied or abridged by the United States or by 
any state on account of sex.’’ The ERA is un-
finished business for the Constitution. It will be 
achieved, and present and future generations 
of women—and men—will thank us for it, and 
wonder why it took so long. It is simple justice, 
it is long overdue, and it is time.
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HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 5, 2003

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to join my colleagues 
Mr. PLATTS, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. 
ANDREWS, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. SOLIS, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. SANDERS in intro-
ducing the FOCUS Act. This legislation would 
be an important step in increasing child care 
quality for all children. 

High-quality child care can play an important 
role in healthy child development and school-
readiness. Just as it is the parents who mat-
ters at home, it is the teachers who matter in 
child care. One of the most critical compo-
nents of quality child care is a stable and 
qualified teaching staff. Children learning from 
more highly educated teachers perform better 
on tests of verbal and match achievement. 
Yet, child care staff—who have the responsi-
bility of helping guide children’s develop-

ment—are among the lowest paid workers in 
America. In 2000, the average hourly wage for 
a child care provider was $8.16, which is ap-
proximately $16,980 annually. Moreover, most 
providers do not receive health insurance or 
paid leave and the annual turnover rate is 
about 30 percent. Academic and government 
studies conclude that low pay is one of the 
leading causes of poor quality child care. Low 
wages keeps qualified providers from remain-
ing in the field and deters new providers from 
entering the field. A 2001 report by the Center 
for Child Care Workforce and the University of 
California Berkeley found that centers are los-
ing qualified staff because of low wages and 
are forced to hire less qualified replacements. 
The study also found that not only are wages 
extremely low, but they are not keeping pace 
with cost of living increases. States report cen-
ters are closing or turning away children be-
cause they cannot properly staff their pro-
grams. 

FOCUS directly addresses the problems low 
pay creates by providing stipends to qualified 
child care staff based on the level of edu-
cation. This legislation would be a mechanism 
to assist States increase the pay of child care 
workers and to improve the overall quality of 
child care. The bill would supplement wages 
by a minimum of $1000 per year for providers 
with child development associate credentials 
and a minimum of $3000 per year for pro-
viders with B.A.’s in the area of child develop-
ment. These stipends will help attract new 
qualified workers to the field and increase the 
retention and skill level of current workers. 
FOCUS also would provide funds for scholar-
ships so that we can continue to increase the 
qualifications of the child care workforce. 

Research on early childhood and brain de-
velopment clearly demonstrates that the expe-
riences children have early in life have a deci-
sive, long-lasting impact on their later develop-
ment and learning. We cannot expect children 
to transition to kindergarten and succeed in 
school if we do not take the necessary steps 
to provide quality care in the years prior to 
school entry. The average quality of child care 
is far poorer than what it should be in a coun-
try as wealthy and committed to our children’s 
future as is ours. It is time we work to make 
quality child care for all children a national pri-
ority. Mr. Speaker, I urge Members of the 
House to join me and co-sponsor the Focus 
Act.
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THE NATIVE AMERICAN 
LANGUAGES ACT OF 2003

HON. ED CASE 
OF HAWAII 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 5, 2003

Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, I am most pleased 
to introduce the Native American Languages 
Act Amendments of 2003, with Representa-
tives NEIL ABERCROMBIE and DON YOUNG as 
original cosponsors. 

This vital legislation will authorize the Sec-
retary of Education to provide grants to or 
enter into contracts with Native American lan-
guage educational organizations, Native Amer-
ican language colleges, Indian tribal govern-
ments, organizations that demonstrate the po-
tential to become Native American language 
educational organizations, or consortia of such 
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